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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 20 July 2007 . 
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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 7/20/2007 has been entered. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 29-48 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant argues the combination of Anderson and 
Griggs does not teach receiving feedback from the users and rerouting the lead based on the 
feedback, Griggs, however, teaches evaluating leads as to whether the leads are hot, cold or 
warm. If the leads are deemed hot or warm (inherently these leads are worth follow up), they are 
re-routed to users for action. The previous rejections have been modified in light of the new 
amendments to the claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 29-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson 
et al, US 6,078,892 in view of Griggs, "Give us leads! Give us leads!" 

As per claim 29, Anderson et al teaches configuring a lead processing system comprising 
a networked computer system, including accepting a specification of a plurality of users of the 
system (column 2, lines 54-59 - the agent submits preferences of the type of customer 
requested), and accepting a specification of a plurality of rules for determining at least one action 
of the lead processing system with respect to the users, with the plurality of rules including rules 
based on attributes of user relationships (column 7, lines 53-65 - distinct rules include a second 
step wherein the leads are delegated to an agent based upon product of interest, or preferences 
such as age range, location, sex, etc, inherently this information, i.e., age, location, sex, etc., 
reflects attributes of the users since the agent must specify their interest in working with clients 
holding these attributes; in addition at column 8, lines 1-6 the user can specify a max number of 
leads to be output from the search, this is also reflective of an attribute of the user); accepting at 
least one customer lead (column 8, lines 64-67 - the customer lead is selected); routing the at 
least one customer lead through the lead processing system in accordance with the rules (column 
3, lines 17-39 - the customer leads are matched to the agent based on customer information and 
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preferences set by the agent; column 7 - customer descriptive information is used to match the 
agent with the appropriate customer to pursue, this can be based on location, age, sex, type of 
business, etc.). Anderson et al does not explicitly teach receiving feedback from at least one of 
the users, the feedback indicating whether the lead, should be accepted, rejected or forwarded to 
another one of the plurality of users; re-routing the at least one customer lead, based on the 
plurality of rules and the received feedback from the at least one of a plurality of users to the 
another one of the users; and tracking and reporting an advancement of the at least one customer 
lead through the lead processing system. Griggs teaches the use of an automated lead- 
management system that allows one to track leads from its inception to close (page 2, paragraph 
7). Griggs also teaches a ranking matrix that rates leads as hot, warm or cold based on 
predetermined questions (page 3, paragraph 14). In addition, Griggs teaches if the prospect is 
deemed hot or warm, a lead card detailing the inquiry is sent to the field (re-routed). Cold leads 
are also sent to salespeople for follow up (page 3, paragraph 14). Since both Anderson et al and 
Griggs both teach a customer lead system wherein leads are routed through a system to the 
appropriate user, it would have been obvious to modify Anderson et al to include a tracking 
system. This would allow the user to create revenue and manufacturing forecasts and also to 
evaluate return on investment for different lead-generation programs. 

As per claim 30, Anderson et al teaches the rules comprise prioritization rules for 
assigning a priority to a lead based on at least one attribute of the lead (column 5, lines 3-19, 
lines 45-55 - the customer information is scored and arranged by score so that the records having 
the highest score and thus are the most relevant appear first). 
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As per claim 31, Anderson et al teaches the rules comprise assignment rules for assigning 
the leads to one or more users (column 3, lines 17-39 - the customer leads are matched to the 
agent based on customer information and preferences set by the agent; column 7 - customer 
descriptive information is used to match the agent with the appropriate customer to pursue, this 
can be based on location, age, sex, type of business, etc.). 

As per claim 32, Anderson et al teaches the rules comprise attachment rules for 
determining additional information to be attached to the leads prior to further routing of the lead 
(column 8, lines 49-67 - when the user accepts the lead, the additional customer information 
which was previously withheld is output). 

As per claim 33, Anderson et al teaches the additional information comprises 
specifications of a product associated with the lead (column 7, lines 27-52, lines 53-65 - when 
matching the customer lead with an agent, the product information is taken into account). 

As per claim 34, Anderson et al does not explicitly teach the additional information 
comprises documentation of a program to facilitate the sale of at least one of a product and 
service associated with the lead. Griggs teaches a script that is used to determine information 
from the lead to better evaluate the potential sale. Since both Anderson et al and Griggs teach a 
customer lead system wherein leads are routed through a system to the appropriate user, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Anderson et al to include a 
program to facilitate the sale of the product or service associated with the lead. As taught in 
Griggs the benefit to having a rigid script is the ability to determine potential sales opportunities. 

As per claim 35, Anderson et al teaches the rules comprise workflow rules for optimizing 
a flow of leads through the system to facilitate a rapid lead response and a high rate of lead 
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closure (column 7, lines 53-65 - distinct rules include a second step wherein the leads are 
delegated to an agent based upon his/her own specified rules such as product of interest, or 
preferences such as age range, location, sex, etc; these rules are put into place to optimize the 
retrieval of information to ensure sales agents-have an assurance that the information produced 
from the lead searches includes the best candidates for their products (column 1)). 

As per claim 36, Anderson et al teaches a particular user selects at least one rule to be 
applied to that user (column 7, lines 53-65 - distinct rules include a second step wherein the 
leads are delegated to an agent based upon his/her ovm specified rules such as product of 
interest, or preferences such as age range, location, sex, etc). 

As per claim 37, Anderson et al does not explicitly teach tracking and reporting an 
advancement of the at least one customer lead includes generating at least one performance 
report comprising a metric of performance of at least one of: (i) a source of the leads, and (ii) at 
least one of the users. Griggs teaches the use of an automated lead-management system that 
allows one to track leads from its inception to close (page 2, paragraph 7). While the lead is 
tracked, one user indicated they determined 91.5% of leads given are contacted (page 3, 
paragraph 15; this inherently shows performance of at least one of the users being reported). The 
information collected is useful in evaluating return on investment. Since both Anderson et al and 
Griggs teach a customer lead system wherein leads are routed through system to an appropriate 
user and tracked, it would have been obvious to modify Anderson et al to include reporting 
performance data to help improve return on investment. 

As per claim 38, Anderson et al teaches the use of a marketing database where the lead 
information is gathered, but does not explicitly teach the source of the leads includes a marketing 
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campaign. Griggs teaches customer leads resulting from marketing department's advertising and 
trade show efforts (page 2, paragraph 3). Since Anderson et al teaches a marketing database, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to gather customer information from a 
marketing campaign as taught in Griggs since those leads would be the core prospect for 
upcoming new business. 

As per claims 39-48, they are the system for implementing the method of claims 29-38. 
Since both Anderson et al and Griggs teach a computerized system for lead 
optimization/generation, claims 39-48 are rejected in the same manner as claims 29-38 above. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Johnna R. Loftis whose telephone number is 571-272-6736. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Infoniiation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
sv stem, see http:/7pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Sen-ice Representative or access to the automated 
information .system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





